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Abstract. This article is devoted to the analysis of zoomorphisms in the composition of
comparative constructions and their comparison in different system languages. The article analyzes
the most common examples of the use of zoomorphisms in comparative constructions of the
English, Russian and Kazakh languages. For linguistic research, the analysis of zoomorphisms in
comparative constructions and their comparison in languages of different systems seems to be very
relevant. The mysterious nature of zoomorphisms has attracted more and more researchers over
time. Zoolexics, which is brighter than any other area of language, reflects the peculiarities of
comprehending extra-linguistic reality, when images and names of animals in different languages
are projected onto a person. These images go back to the depths of human consciousness and
beliefs. The names of animals projected onto humans are often associated with folk and mythical
symbols. The roots of this phenomenon go far back in centuries, when tribes worshiped images of
animal totems. Zoomorphisms are characterized as comparative expressives with diffuse semantics,
i.e. they represent speech forms with double correlation: they link the spheres “animal” (as a
function of origin) and “man” (as functional means of creating a characteristic). The study of
zoomorphisms in various languages contributes to a vivid description of linguistic imagery, and in
the comparative aspect of the study it makes it possible to identify typical associations, recognize
and describe the national-cultural specifics of each language. Zoomorphisms in comparative
constructions reveal the originality of the historical development of the people, spiritual culture, the
peculiarities of everyday life, the specificity of the associative-figurative thinking of native
speakers. Zoomorphisms as an object of research deserve special attention also because, obeying
the laws of language, they form a specific subsystem, within which their own laws arise that require
a special description.
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AngaTna. by Makana calbICTBIpMalibl KOHCTPYKIHSUIAD KYPaMBIHIAFBI 300MOpdu3MaepIi
TaNgayra JKOHE OJIapIbl Op TYpJl JKYHWeNiK TUIIepAe canbICThIpyFa apHaiFaH. Makanaia
300MOp(hU3MIEPl aFBUILIBIH, OPBIC JKOHE Ka3aK TLINEPiHIH CaJIBICTHIPMalIbl KOHCTPYKIMSIIAPbIH/IA
KOJITAHY/ABIH KEH TapajfaH MbICAIIApbl TaljaHfaH. JIMHTBUCTHKANBIK 3epTTEysiep YIIiH
CAJIBICTBIPMAJTBI KYPBUTBIMAAPAAFEl 300MOPPUIMIEPII TaAay KOHE OJIapIbl op TYPJIi KyHenepaeri
TUIAEPC CAIBICTBIPY OTE MaHBI3ABl OOJBIN KOpiHedl. 300MOPPU3MHIH KYMOAK TaOWUFaThl YaKbIT
eTe KeJe 3epTTeylIIep i Ha3apblH aymapabl. TilAiH Ke3 KeINreH calachlHa KaparaHza >KapKbIH
300JICKCHMKA TUIIEH THIC IIBIHIABIKTHI TYCIHYAIH €PEKIICNIKTEpiH OeiHene i, Oy Ke3ae opTypii
TIIAEpACT] )KaHyapiap/IblH OciiHeepl MEH aTaynaphl agamaapra MpoeKIusuiaHaasl. by Oelinenep
aJlaM caHachl MCH HAHBIMBIHBIH TEpEHiHEe opajaabl. AJamra MPOSKIHUSUIAHFaH >KaHyapJapiblH
araynapbl KeOiHece XaJIbIKTHIK JKoHe MU(TIK OenriepMeH OainaHbICThl. Bysl KyOBUTBICTBIH TaMBIPHI
FaceIpiiap/iaH, Talmamap >KaHyapiap ToTemuepiHiH OeliHenepiHe TaOblHyJaH OacTayajbl.
3oomoppusmuep auddy3ael  ceMaHTHKAchl 0ap  CANBICTBIPMAIIBI  OKCIIPECCUBTEP  PETIHAC
CHUIIATTANIA/Ibl, SIFHU OJap ceiiey (opMamapblH €Ki KaKThl KOppEJSAIHsIMEH OeWHeNeimi: onap
«okaHyap» (IIBIFy TErl PETiHJE) JKOHE «axaM» (CHIaTTaMaHbl KYPYIbIH (DYHKIMOHAIIBI KYPaJbl
petinae) cdepanapblH OalIaHBICTBIpAAbl. Op TYpial TuULAepaeri 300Mopdu3MIepil 3epTTey
JUHTBUCTUKAIIBIK OiHeNey /i alKblH CypeTTeyre BIKHNAI €Teli, al 3ePTTEYMdiH CalbICTHIPMAbI
aCMeKTICIHAEC TUNTIK accolUanusUIapAbl aHBIKTayFa, 9p TUIAIH YITTBHIK-MOJCHHU €pEeKIUIeNIKTepiH
TaHyFa XOHE CHUNATTayFa MYMKIiHIIK Oeperi. CanplCThIpMalIbl KYPBUIBIMAAPIAFsl 300MOPPUIMILD
XalBIKTBIH TApUXHU JaMYbIHBIH, PYyXaHH MOJCHHUETIHIH O31HAIK epeKUIeNiriH, TYPMBICTHIK
epeKIIeTIKTEepiH, aHa TUIMUICPAIH  acCcOIWaTHBTI-OCHHEN  Oiiay  epeKIIeNiriH  amrajbl.
3oomopdusmaep 3epTTey OOBEKTICI peTiHAE epeKile Hazap ayaapyra TYpapiblK, OHTKEH1 Til
3aHJIapblHa OaFbIHA OTBIPHIN, ojlap Oenrial Oip 1K1 XKYHEHI Kypaiibl, OHbIH LIEHOEpiHAe apHailbl
CUMaTTaMaHbl KQKeT €TeTIH 63 3aH1apbl TYbIHIaHIbI.

KiaT ce3nep: 300MOpGU3M, MOICHU JIMHTBUCTHKA, 9JIEMHIH CYPETi, STHOMJJEHHU E€pEeKILIeNiri,
JIEKCUKa-CEMaHTHKAJBIK HYCKAIAPBI, CABICTBIPMAIIbl KYPBLUTBIMAPHI.
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lnpenoéa@ameﬂb Kacnuiicxoeo ynueepcumema mexnonozuti u unscunupunea umenu Il Ecenosa
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OcobennocTr 300MOP(GHU3MOB B CPABHUTEJIBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHAX
AHTJIMHCKOr0, PyCCKOI0 H Ka3aXCKOro sI3bIKOB

AHHoTauus. /laHHas cTaThs MOCBAILICHA aHAIN3Y 300MOP(HU3MOB a COCTaBE CPAaBHUTEIBHBIX
KOHCTPYKUMH M UX COMNOCTaBJICHHE B PA3HOCHUCTEMHBIX s3blKax. B craThe mpoaHanIn3upOBaHbI
Hauboyiee pacnpoCTpaHEHHbIE NPUMEPHI YHOTPeOJeHUs 300MOPGU3MOB B CPaBHHUTEIbHBIX
KOHCTPYKUHUSAX aHTJUHCKOT0, pyCCKOTO M Ka3aXCKOIO SI3bIKOB. J[JIs1 TMHTBUCTUYECKUX WU3BICKAHUN
BECbMa AaKTYaJbHBIM TMPEJCTABISAETCS aHaIu3 300MOP(GU3MOB B COCTaBE CPaBHHUTEIbHBIX
KOHCTPYKUMH W UX COMNOCTaBJICHHE B Pa3HOCHUCTEMHBIX S3bIKaxX. 3arajoyHas mpupoja
300MOp(U3MOB C TEUECHHMEM BpPEMEHHM Bce Oosee MpHUBJIEKAET MHOTMX HCCIeI0BaTeleH.
B 3005ekcuke, mpeacTaBistomiel spye, 4eM B JII000N Jpyroil o0iacTH S3bIKA, OTPaXKaroTCs
0COOEHHOCTH OCMBICIICHHS BHES3BIKOBOH peajbHOCTH, KOT/Ia OOpa3bl M Ha3BaHUS JKUBOTHBIX B
Pa3HbIX SA3bIKaxX MPOELUpPYETCs Ha YeloBeKa. DTH 00pa3bl BOCXOJAT K MIyOMHAM YeJIOBEYECKOTO
CO3HaHMs U ero BepoBaHusAM. Ha3BaHMs KUBOTHBIX, IPOCLIUPYEMBIX Ha YEJIOBEKA YACTO CBSI3aHBI C
HapoJHOW W MHU(DHUUECKOW CUMBOIMKON. KOpHU 3TOrO SBIEHUS YXOIAT AaJIEKO B TIyOb BEKOB,
KOrga  IUIEMEHAa  MOKJIOHSUIMCh — M300PaKEHHUSM  JKUBOTHBIX-TOTEMOB.  300MOP(HU3MBI
XapaKTepU3yIOTCsl KaK CpaBHUTEIbHBIE OSKCHPECCUBBl ¢ AU(PPy3HOH CEMaHTUKOW, T.e. OHHU
MPEJCTABISAIOT pedyeBble (OPMBI C JIBOMHON KOppEesIMel: OHU CBSA3BIBAIOT CPEphbl KUBOTHOE)
(kaKk (YHKIIHMIO 1O TPOUCXOXKICHUIO) U «UeNOBEK» (Kak (yHKIHOHAIBHBIE CPEACTBA CO3IaHUS
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XapaKTepUCTHKH). l3ydeHue 300MOPGU3MOB B Pa3IUYHBIX S3BIKAX CIOCOOCTBYET SIPKOMY
OMMCAaHUIO S3BIKOBOM OOPa3HOCTH, MPUYEM B COMOCTABUTEIHLHOM acCleKTe HW3YYEHUS [aeT
BO3MO>KHOCTh BBISIBUTH THUIIMYHBIE aCCOIMALIUU, PACIIO3HATH U OMKCATh HAIMOHAIBHO-KYJIbTYPHYIO
cHelU(pUKY KaxJ0oro si3bika. 300MOpP(GU3MBI B CPaBHUTEIBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHUSX PACKPHIBAIOT
CaMOOBITHOCTh MCTOPHYECKOTO PA3BUTHUSL HAPOJA, ITYXOBHOW KYJIbTYpPBI, OCOOCHHOCTH OBITOBOTO
yKJaja, crneuu@UIHOCTh acCOIMAaTUBHO-O0PA3HOTO MBIIIJICHUS HOCUTENEH sA3bIka. 300MOP(PU3MBI
Kak OOBEKT HMCCIIEIOBaHUS 3aClyKUBAIOT 0COOOr0 BHUMAHHS €IIe W TOTOMY, YTO, MOJYUHSSACH
3aKOHaM SI3bIKa, OHU O0pa3yIoT creuu(UUYECKyI0 MOACUCTEMY, BHYTPH KOTOPOW BO3HHMKAIOT CBOU
3aKOHOMEPHOCTH, TPEOYIOIINE CIIEUAIEHOTO OTMCAHMS.

KuroueBble cioBa: 300MOpdu3M, JIMHIBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTHUS, KAPTUHA MHUpPA, STHOKYIbTYpHAas
CHEM(PUIHOCTD, ICKCUKO-CEMAHTUUYCCKUE BAPUAHTHI, CPABHUTEILHBIC KOCTPYKIIHH.

Introduction

For linguistic research, the analysis of zoomorphisms in comparative constructions and their
comparison in different system languages seems to be very relevant. The mysterious nature of
zoomorphisms has attracted more and more researchers over time. Many works have been devoted
to the disclosure of the concept of zoomorphisms, one of which in linguistics is the work of
Y.L. Lyasota. In his work, Y.L. Lyasota puts forward the idea that zoolexics, which is brighter than
any other area of the language, reflects the peculiarities of comprehending extra-linguistic reality,
when images and names of animals as part of comparative constructions of different languages are
projected onto humans. These images and fantasies go back to the depths of human consciousness,
its beliefs and mythology [1, p. 12].

It should also be noted the dissertation research of zoomorphism’s by T.V. Linko in English
and A.A. Kipriyanova in Russian. T.V. Linko noted the fact that the role of animals in human life
has always been exceptionally great, especially at the early stage of human development, ideas
about the origin of this collective from an animal lived in human society. The inclusion of
knowledge about the animal world in the system of figurative means of characterizing a person,
expanding and deepening knowledge about a person himself through comparison, searching for
similarities with images of the realities of the natural world is a natural stage in the development of
human knowledge about himself as a special object [2, p. 33].

According to A. Kaidar, man, being an integral part of the animal world, since he was born,
interacts closely with the surrounding fauna [3, p. 37]. In the first written sources of any nation,
there are repeated references to certain representatives of the animal world, comparisons of the
heroes of the ethnos with various animals. Animal names are often associated with folk and
mythical symbolism. In a later period, individual animals became the personification of qualities
that a person would like to possess or from which he sought to get rid of: the snake is a symbol of
wisdom, but also the personification of cunning and deceit; lion - the personification of strength and
nobility; bear is a symbol of strength, etc.

Among the numerous studies on the nature of zoomorphisms, the most famous is the work of
two authors — M.1. Cheremissina and F.A. Litvin. They developed a special methodology for the
textual study of zoomorphisms. M.I. Cheremissina in her dissertation “Structural types of synthetic
polypredicative constructions in languages of different systems” asserts that the zoocharacteristic of
a person, arising on the basis of a figurative representation of a particular animal, most vividly and
directly reflects the national identity of languages through a system of evaluative images - standards
characteristic of a given ethnos.

M.I. Cheremissina defines zoomorphisms as figurative, lexico-semantic variants of the names
of animals, which are based on real or imaginary qualities of animals, which are attributed to them
by the fantasy and creative thinking of the people [4, p. 147]. Starting from the idea that
zoomorphisms are predicative-characterizing types of meaning, M.l. Cheremissina and F.A. Litvin
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investigated their syntactic functioning as part of comparative constructions and showed that they
widely function not only as predicates, but also as conversions, applications, definitions, subjects
and additions.

Zoomorphisms are figurative uses of animal names in relation to people. For example: “Well,
he’s like a ram!”, And also about what is directly or indirectly related to this, like the use of animal
names in comparisons: “Like a bull on a string”, proverbs and sayings, as well as in phraseological
units. Zoomorphisms as an object of research deserve special attention also because, obeying the
laws of language, they form a specific subsystem, within which their own laws arise that require a
special description.

It should be noted that zoomorphisms used to compare a person with the qualities, habits and
character of animals have repeatedly become the subject of special research. Thus, it is only in
recent years that the works of Ya.L. Belitsyna, V.D. Devkina, V.l. Zhelvis, N.A. llyukhina,
E.A. Katsitadze, A.A. Kipriyanova, V.V. Morkovkin, T.T. Ogdonova, and others, in which this
layer of vocabulary is specially considered.

According to T.T. Ogdonova, human thinking tends to reflect the world anthropomorphically
or zoomorphically. The results of this reflection are recorded by many lexical units, among which a
special kind of words stand out, which she calls zoomorphisms. Zoomorphisms are characterized as
comparative expressives with diffuse semantics, i.e. they represent speech forms with double
correlation: they connect the spheres “animal” (as a function of origin) and "man" (as functional
means of creating a characteristic) [5; 38-p].

We believe that the most convenient in identifying the ethnocultural specificity of zoonymic
vocabulary that characterizes a person is the traditional term “zoomorphism”, which we understand
by as a lexico-semantic variant of the word, acting as a generic name for an animal, and as a
comparison of a person with an animal. Zoomorphisms were considered from a functional point of
view, providing for the analysis of the syntactic potencies of zoological characteristics. It was found
that the figurative meaning of the names of animals is realized in three main ways: in comparisons
with the various modules by which the comparison is carried out, the names of animals are used
here in their direct meaning; in metaphorical use; derived from the names of animals, which also
usually retain the dichotomy of direct and figurative meanings. It is in this sense that figurative
nominations that evaluate the actions and properties of a person through comparison can be called a
system of national stable figurative characteristics of a person, or anthropocharacteristics.

Methods

The study of zoomorphisms in the composition of comparative constructions reveals much
more than a comparative analysis of other aspects of the language, since zoomorphisms are the
main source of expression of culture and self-awareness of the people. As Panfilov A.K. wrote,
comparative constructions are subdivided into thematic groups that characterize the external
appearance of a person in comparison with animals. So, in particular, various zoomorphisms require
identification and comprehension with a comparison indicator as in different structures (for
example, in the mind of a Russian person, such a quality as stupidity is associated by association
with the designation of a donkey: someone is stupid as a donkey), which will give the ability to
specify that the comparison is carried out using a comparison indicator like [6, p. 888].

In our study, we will consider zoomorphisms as part of the comparative constructions of the
English, Kazakh and Russian languages. Of the whole variety of forms and ways of expressing the
category of comparison of zoomorphisms in the field of view of this work, there are proper
syntactic constructions with the comparison indicator as, using adjectives or adverbs before the
union, as when comparing a person with an animal, with his behavior, habits, as well as identifying
the specifics and ways of expressing zoomorphisms with a comparison indicator of shine and a case
ending — give in Kazakh and a comparison indicator like in English.
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F. Litvin noted the fact that zoomorphisms are systemically organized, included in the
linguistic picture of the world as a structured fragment of the evaluative characteristics of a person.
They form opposing and synonymous series, correlated in symbolic meaning. The same
zoomorphic image, when compared, can develop several symbolic meanings (dominant and
additional), which leads to the intersection of the meanings of zoomorphic nominations both in the
same and in different languages. Zoomorphisms have national specificity, which is revealed during
their comparative analysis, taking into account ethnocultural propositions [7, p. 147].

Results

Studies of zoomorphisms in the comparative constructions of the Russian, English and
Kazakh languages show that based on the active creative nature of the cognition process as a socio-
historical act aimed at reflecting objective reality in the human mind, the faunistic or zoosemic
lexical subsystem can be defined as a distinctively distinguished area of vocabulary based on social
realities (names of animals) of the world around us. The trait on the basis of which the symbolic
significance of zoomorphisms is formed is often not essential for a given animal, and sometimes is
just an imaginary trait. This explains the fact that one and the same object of reality — one and the
same animal - in different linguistic communities can be attributed to different signs. The closer the
culture and living conditions of the three peoples are to each other, the more points will coincide
with their language-fixed representations about animals. The dialectic of the description of
zoomorphisms is to determine the ways of dividing this unity into parameters that can be re-
combined in the description without losing the integral meaning as a linguistic phenomenon.

Most of the zoomorphisms that make up the comparative constructions of these three
languages have similar meanings. The coincidences can be due to certain similarities in the natural
conditions of life of the three peoples, including fauna, as well as the same perception and
rethinking of reality. However, zoomorphisms with a comparison index do not coincide in the three
different-structured languages. For example, the zoomorphism fox in English denotes cunning,
skill, dexterity and is used with a comparative union like:

For example, in English:

Edgar Bedford was cunning like a fox. [1, p. 11].

“Mary is like a fox, she can cheat us” [2, p. 181].

— What's up? — asked Roger.

Somebody is winding us round his little finger.

Why you think so? — said Roger.

Because a detective is like a fox knows where we are [3, p. 103].

So, in English, the animal fox is associated with such character traits as cunning, dexterity,
skill. In the Russian and Kazakh mentality, this animal is also the standard of “cunning, dexterity”.

For example, in Russian:

1) DTOT cTapblii 4eI0BEK Xumpbiii Kak auc, CO3JACT HaM emié MHOTo mpobiem [1, p. 75].

2) Bynb ocropoxwuee, JIémra! Ona oueHb xumpas kax auca. [2, p. 35].

3) Bou uner, xumpas xax auca, 4to0bl BLIMAHUTH XOTh Kakyro-To HH(opMarluo y Hac [3, p. 352].

In Kazakh language:

1) “Mynnait mynxioeii adamowi Tanaii keprenoiz — Mca 6ateip aitrter” [1, p. 23].

2) Boprkabait opta OOMJIBI, )KYaHTBIK ACHE myaki cuskmel anam [2, p. 256].

3) “Kapacak, ken anamaap myaxi cusikmsl Ky %oHe ukeMzi oo xyp” [3, p. 125].

Having considered the examples, we can conclude that the zoomorphism of the fox in the
three compared languages has similarities, the three linguistic groups are known as the same
character traits of this animal. The example with the zoomorphism of the fox fits completely into
the comparison model, which, as indicated earlier, consists of three parts: “what is being
compared”, “what is being compared with” and “on the basis of what is being compared”. For
example: This old man, cunning as a fox, will create many more problems for us (Sydney Sheldon
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“If Tomorrow Comes”. The first part — “what is being compared” — an old man. The second part —
“what they compare with” — the fox. The third part — “on the basis of what they compare”,
“module” — tricky.

The two peoples in the traditional reference comparison to zoomorphism

the bear is attributed to qualities like “clumsiness, strength”.

For example, in Russian:

1) “Huma meyxatoorcuii kak medseow” [4, p. 235].

2) “BidK, Aymaro, He CIIPaBUTHLCS C OTUM 3aJaHUEM, BEAb OH Y HAC HEYKIIONCULL KAK Me08eob”
[4, p. 236].

3) — I'ne Huku? 51 ero ceroans He BHea

— BoH, oH uzeT épazeanouxy kak medseow [5, p. 255].

In Kazakh language:

1) — Aiima, ceH XKIriTiHai kepiH 6e?

— Wb, o1 aro cusxmul ipi neneni [4, p. 226].

“MeHiH KypObIM ©T¢ JKaKChI a/iaM JKoHE aro cusikmbl Kywmi” [5, p. 456].

“Jloiimi, Kapalibl, aHa Oananan — ar danacel cuskmel, Kejie xareip” [6, p. 15].

In Russian, the bear is the standard of “clumsiness, strength” and when comparing the union
is used as, and in the Kazakh language, for comparison with the animal, the case ending is used -
give. In English, a bear is a rude, tactless person. At the heart of rudeness is an irresponsible attitude
towards other people, selfishness. In English, like is used to compare and determine similarity.

Example:

1)“Peter is like a bear, he can't conduct himself” [4, p. 88].

The employer was rough like a bear at the conference [5, p. 326].

“The baby was coming like a small bear”, he is so sweet [5, p. 365].

In this example, the child is characterized as clumsy.

A healthy, physically strong person is identified in the Russian mind with a bull.

Example:

1) “Anapeii 300pos kax 6biK U COPABUTCS € ITO padotoii” [6, p. 22].

2) — S cnpiiana, [Tut B GosbHUIIE

— Jla, HO ¢ HUM HHYero He ciydmnochk. OH 300pos kaxk ObiKk y HAC U CIPABUTHCS CO BCEMHU
Oonesusimu [7, p. 255].

3) “bonpme emb, Oonblie TeH, 3aHUMalica (QUINYECKUM TPYAOM H  OyZelib
300p0o6bIM KaK OblK — Jajl OTel| COBeT ChiHy” [8, p. 235].

In the Kazakh language, such qualities of zoomorphism, the bull is projected onto a person as
strong, strong, healthy.

Example:

1) Cepik — 02i3 cusixma ipi Oeneni, OHbI IAKBIPMaii-aK Ko [7, p. 23].

2) “Opax — i3 cusaxkmol yiKkeH OOIFaHbIHA KapaMail exipin oteip” [7, p. 53].

In English, the zoomorphism bull symbolizes a stubborn person.

Example:

1) “Peter is like a stubborn bull” [6, p. 35].

2)“What's up with him?”

Don't hurry he is like a sound bull [6, p. 245].

3) “I have never met such person. He is like a stubborn bull. It is very difficult to make him
change his mind” [7, p. 15].

So, the zoomorphism bull in the three compared languages is an animal strong, strong and
healthy, and in English it is also stubborn.

As he wrote, A.V. Afanasyev, there are many examples with negative evaluative connotations
related to the concept of a donkey. The paradox of the interpretation of this image in the Russian
and English ethnoculture is that in ancient times the donkey was considered a sacred animal by both
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peoples. Certain rituals related to the glorification of the donkey have come into use in both the
Catholic and Orthodox churches. But despite this, the donkey is a symbol of stupidity,
stubbornness, laziness [8, p. 45]. The Russian zoomorphism “donkey” invariably has a negative
evaluative connotation and is a standard of stubbornness.

Example:

Ero HeBO3MOKHO TIepeyOeIuTh, OH ynpsamsbiil kak océn [9, p. 35].

“JleBouku, He ciymaiite ero. OH usanius kak ocen” [9, p. 232].

— Yto >k MBI HHYEro HE MOKEM moaciarsb. MI/ICTepa TBuka oueHb TPYAHO nepey6ez[I/ITb, OH
ynpsimbiil kak océn [10, p. 262].

In Kazakh and English, a donkey means a stupid person — a fool.

Example:
“OKIM ecek cuskmol akvimar. O Kamad Keneai eken-ai?” [8, p. 523].
MynbiH He KatbiH? - CeH ecex cuskmol akwiicoiz! — neni ©60en, Illamabali CHSIKTBI

Kamkeiara? Kanimrepre [lloken mep Oepin KyTeipbin ma? [8, p. 53].

3) BaitryiaeiH OKiMi caymarep, Kapa >KyAbIpbIKTay Oojica, 0i3miH Jlemey — ecex cusikmul
axwviicwiz! [3, p. 63].

In English language:

1) “You are like an old ass! You don't understand how important it is for me” [7, p. 333].

2) “— | want to say you that I'm not going to rumor about every thing!

— Don't listen to him. He is like a pompous ass!” [3, p. 25].

3) “—Harry you are like an ass, you don't understand the matter” [3, p. 265].

It is well known that the same extralinguistic given is refracted in different ways in different
systems. In the examples considered, the zoomorphism of the donkey has a discrepancy in
meanings in Russian, in English, in Kazakh. Discrepancies are inevitable, since zoomorphisms in
their composition reflect the mentality of the nation, its fantasy, worldview.

In the Russian linguistic consciousness, the horse is associated with stupidity, but for the
British and Kazakhs, the horse is identified with freedom, will, unbridledness.

Example:

1) Créna xax 1ouwads mbeT MHOTO BOJIBI [5, 56-p].

2) Buepa xak owadu paboTaiu B oropoje aomno3aHa [5, 92-p].

The horse has meaning as a working, hardworking person.

3)“— KOpa, ueM porcame kax 10wiadsb, MOMOT Obl 3aKOHUUTH paboTy, — ckazana FOmus” [10,
p. 100].

In English language:

1)“Jack Pete islikea horse. He can't behave himself”[2, p. 95].

“Jeremy is impolite like a horse” [1, p. 12].

“The lesson was over and children like horses ran home quickly” [8, p. 56].

In the Turkic languages, the horse is a symbol of “freedom, will”.

In Kazakh language:

1)“Ucarait am cuskmer 1311 canmansr” [1, p. 9].

2) “MeHin iHIM am Cusikmel xyTipin xypemi” [4, p. 98].

Discussion

Considering examples of zoomorphism horse, we can conclude that the same zoomorphism in
different languages has different meanings. In Russian, such character traits as hard work are
projected onto a person, and in English and Kazakh languages it is associated with a free, reckless
person. An interesting fact is that in such multi-system languages as English and Kazakh, identity is
traced in imagery. In comparative constructions with zoomorphism, the horse is a conjunction
“like” in English, it is used with a verb describing the habits and behavior of an animal. The
predominantly positive characterological paremia of the “horse” in the English and Russian
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ethnoculture, confirmed by examples of contextual implementation, apparently goes back to the
ancient archaic trickster, enshrined in literary tradition. Man and horse have passed many periods of
their evolutionary development together, in spiritual and physical harmony with each other. World
history has documented numerous cases of an elevated, grateful and respectful attitude of the owner
to his horse. Sapozhnikova L.M. asserts the fact that according to the testimony of Pliny the
Younger, horses “sat” in the legislature, such as, for example, the horse of the Roman emperor
Caligula, who was “promoted to senators and consuls” [9, p. 29].

Comparative analysis of zoomorphisms in the composition of comparative constructions
showed that in the “zoosymbols” of the three compared languages there are both similarities and
differences. As Timoshenko I.Ye. asserted, the prescription of common sense and the conclusions
of empirical observations of the nature of animals are more or less the same for all peoples [10,
p. 17]. The content of zoomorphisms in one language may differ significantly from the content of
similar zoomorphisms in another language, which gives reason to see them as a reflection of the
national specificity of the culture of peoples speaking these languages. The specificity of the
similarity lies in the fact that the natural living conditions of the two European peoples - Russian
and English, including the fauna, are the same, as well as the same perception and rethinking of
reality. The perception of the world and rethinking of reality, the natural conditions of the Turkic
speaking people the Kazakh are somewhat different from the European. The above-mentioned
zoomorphisms reflect both positive and negative properties, traits of a person's character. The
above-mentioned zoomorphisms reflect both positive and negative properties, traits of a person's
character. The number of negative characteristics prevails.

Taking into account the specifics of each nation, it is necessary to take into account the fact
that for comparison in three different system languages different unions are used, in the Russian
language the union is like, in the Kazakh language — sights and the case ending - give and in
English like, and also that to compare a person with habits , with the appearance, behavior,
character traits of the animal, adjectives, adverbs and verbs are used before alliances.
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